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ABSTR ACT 



to propose some 
for the Republic 
concerns modern 
support (ILS) . 



The main objective of this research is 
directions concerning logistic development 
of Korea Army (EOKA) . In particular, it 
concepts such as integrated logistics 
Traditionally, Korean logistics has been treated as 
secondary. But, in the current situation, attention must be 
placed on logistics. 

This thesis introduces historical and geographical 
circumstances of the Korean peninsula and appraises mili- 
tary problems, especially logistics. It compares South and 
North Korea's military powers and then analyzes the rela- 
tionship between EOK and US. It proceeds with setting the 
concept of modern military logistics and explaining some ILS 
aspects concretely. It gives insights to logistics in the 
system life cycle including approaches to the cost-side as 
well as tc effectiveness. For the decision-maker, the life- 
cycle cost (LCC ) model should be considered during the 

acquisition cycle to assure proper logistics development. 
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I. INTEOD OCTION 



The logistic system concept 
tics have made remarkable progr 
tial attention among business e 
decades. Also, the systems app 
has been recognized within indu 
ness world. Logistics is now 
functional area that can be ma 
ability of a company. 

Traditionally, in their 
improve profit, businessmen con 
manufacturing part of the enter 
were constantly improved; how 
costs within the field of prod 
reached a point where relati 
Conse guently , business manager 
the non- manufacturing operation 
as procurement, transport atio 
control and material handling, 
integral parts of logistics. 

Needless to say, in non-p 
especially in Republic of Korea 
function has become a major pa 
terms of scale and importance, 
erly managed logistics system i 
in order to carry out his missi 
war time. 

Considerable time and effo 
the development of credible mi 
doctrines to define EOK nation 
egies are continually under rev 



and the technology of logis- 
ess and also gained substan- 
xecutives during the last two 
roach in looking at logistics 
stry and throughout the busi- 
considered to be a productive 
naged to increase the profit- 

effort to reduce cost and 
centrated their effort on the 
prise. Production techniques 
ever, the efforts to reduce 
uction in many companies have 
velv little can be gained, 
s now turn their attention to 
s will include functions such 
n, warehousing, inventory 
all of which are considered 

rofit oriented organizations. 
Army (ROKA) , the logistics 
rt of the activity, both in 
A well organized and prop- 
s essential for the EOK Army 
cns in peace time as well as 

rts have been devoted toward 
litary strategic and tactical 
al defense. Various strat- 
iew to find better methods of 



projecting military power. But through this process logis- 
tics has long teen relegated to a . category of secondary 
importance. In many cases, the mrumial logistics problems 
are considered as troublesome jobs, and then they are much 
less interested, investigated and resolved in our country. 

Moreover, the systems approach in looking at logistics 
involved designing it and managing it as a whole function 
rather than as a series of discrete, independent ones. If 
their independence and interrelationship are not recognized, 
sub-optimization will often occur with a resulting reduced 
efficiency and overall results for the organization. 

One way to avoid the above and to improve the way of 
thinking and the organizational performance would be to 
integrate the system and to inform and educate the members 
of the organization about existing theories and ideas within 
the field. A review of historical and current logistical 
realities, and their impacts on readiness will reinforce the 
critical necessity to examine logistical implications. But 
in analyzing any subject, it might be desirable to reduce it 
to simple terms and to show them in logical relationships. 

This thesis research is based on published definitions 
and explanations of the concept of military logistics. The 
purpose of this thesis research is to analyze the environ- 
ment of current Republic of Korea (ROK) military and it’s 
military problems, and to develop the modernized concept 
such as Integrated Logistics Support (ILS) and Life-Cycle 
Cost (LCC) model. 

Chapter two deals with the reality of Korean peninsula 
and the relationships between RCK and US. It also describes 
the military problems such as military imbalance and uncer- 
tainty, and suggests some alternatives. 

Chapter three is concerned with setting the concept of 
modern military logistics which indicates the appropriate 
directions for ROK military improvement. 
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Chapter four describes the background 
explanation of elements, and the appiica 
process of ILS. This chapter emphasi 
aspects of the ILS personnel and the 
considerations in readiness. 

Chapter five studies the logistics i 
cycle and the cost-effectiveness analysis 
process. This chapter illustrates’ appiica 
Cost (ICC) model to appraise cost-side for 
The authors gratefully acknowledge 
guidance of their advisor. Professor M. G 
co-advisor. Professor ?. M. Carrick i 
thesis. In particular, the authors are ve 
colleagues and families for their helpful 
and encouragement. 



and concept, the 
tion and planning 
zes the training 
teamwork and some 

n the system life 
during acquisition 
tion of Life-Cycle 
dec is io n- mak er . 
the direction and 
. Sovereign, and 
n completing this 
ry thankful to the 
advice, criticism. 
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II. THE ENVIRONMENT OF R.O.K. MILITARY 



, Surrounded by the major 
- each vitally interested in 



A. THE REALITY IN KOREAN PENINSOLA 

1 . The Strategic Loca tion and Worth 

Korea is located in the heart of the Far East. This 
fundamental fact of geographic location has always been a 
major factor in Korea’s history 
powers of Asia and the Pacific 
controlling the strategically 
become many times a battlegrou 
To the southeast, only 120 mile 
principal island of Japan. 

distance, lies the Shantung peninsula of China, 
the northerneast province of China, 
northern boundary. Finally, in th 
along the Tumen River, lies the Soviet Union, 
sula it has served as a bridge between powers 
nent of Asia and powers in the Pacific. [Ref. 1: p 

In other words, a peninsula location has both the 
advantage of easy access to adjacent culture when our nation 
was strong and the disadvantage of becoming the target of 
aggressive neighbors when our nation was weak [Ref. 2: p. 

13 ]. 

Historically, we can find out the latest main events 
related to strategic location cf Korean peninsula. About 
360 years ago, the Japanese dictator, Hideyoshi, dreamt of 
conquering Chiria, but these dreams were shattered 
Korean land bridge, partly 



country - 


Korea has 


a struggle 


for power. 


nt, lies Honshu, the 


west, at 


about same 


of China. 


Manchuria , 


shares most 


of Korea’s 


ortheast, for 11 miles 


t Union. 


As a penin- 


n powers on 


the conti- 



3] 



on the 
attacks by 
However, by 



because of the 

Koreans on the Japanese communication lines, 
the end of nineteenth century, when Japan was developing 
into a modern power, the political, economic, and military 
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pressure was renewed, and Japan got its first footnold on 
the continent of Asia by taking over Korea. Some of the 
battles of the Sino-Ja panese war of 1894-95 were fought on 
the plains of Korea. Ten years later Japan came into 
conflict with Russia, and again the Korean peninsula was the 
scene of tattle between its aggressive neighbors. After a 
short protectorate, Japan annexed Korea outright in 1910, 
and Japan possessed Korea for the next thirty-six years. 
[Ref. 1: p. 6] 

On August 15 1945 , the Korean peninsula was divided 
into two Koreas at the 38th parallel. It was initially 
designated to serve simply as a line of demarcation for the 
acceptance of Japanese surrender by Soviet and American 
troops. But the line - a line of convenience - soon hard- 
ened into a solid boundary. This line was become as the 
"international frontier" between the Communist-dominated 
world and the Free world. [Ref. 1: p. 7] 

On June 25 1950, The North Korean troops swept 
across the 38th parallel, slicing in four columns into the 
South Korea with the aim of destroying the ROK government. 
The Korean War immediately became a matter of world interest 
because of the importance of Korea’s geographical location. 
The simple fact of geographical location once more became 
fundamental in Korea’s history. [Ref. 1: p. 7] 

These days, the Korean peninsula is recognized as 
one of dangerous areas in the world. The danger from the 
region is underscored by the Soviet Unions’ shooting down of 
a South Korean civilian airliner and by the North Korean’s 
aggressive attitudes; invasion tunnels dug under the demil- 
iteriz6a zone (DMZ) , 1 ambushes ROK and JS soldiers, subver- 
sive efforts, a constant stream of bellicose propaganda from 



1 North Korea uses tunnel operations under the DMZ as 
part of their overall concept cf war. Three large tunnels 
nave been discovered under the DMZ and as many as 17 others 
are suspected. 
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Radio Pyongyong and provocative incidents 
bombing as a recent evidence. [Ref. 3: p. 

However, someone argued that the 
satisfies at least the minimum reguireme 
great powers with interest in Korea [Ref. 
other words, the Korean peninsula can b 
very important buffer zone between Communi 
powers. 

Specifically, the Korean peninsul 
in the Nor theas t/Western Pacific Basin wh 
of the four major regional powers - Japan, 
of China, USSR, and US - intersect dir 
. cantly [Ref. 5: p. 69]. The maintenanc 

security on the Korean peninsula is "essen 
security of East Asia, including Japan, 
the security of the United States. 2 

If a conflict breaks out in the 
the intervention of related super powers - 
and Japan - will be indispensable. So, w 
that a conflict in this area could lead 
Therefore, the stabilization of the Korean 
important to keep peace in the world a 
Restern Pacific and Northeast Asian areas. 



such as the Rangon 
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division of Korea 
nts of all of the 
4: p. 5]. In 

e recognized as a 
st powers and Free 

a is the one area 
ere the interests 
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Major £.2 Balan ce 



around Korea 



Northeast Asia ranks second only to central Europe 
as the most heavily- armed region of the globe. The Soviet 
union and China have established a military standoff along 
the Amour and Ussuri Rivers dividing Manchuria and eastern 
Siberia [Ref. 4: p. 1]. These days, nonhostile/nonaligined 



2 This is derived from the Joient Statement between Korea 
and U.SfNov 14 , 1983), and between Korea and Japan (Sep 8, 

1984) . 
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China represents an important counter balance to the Soviets 
influence in the area [Ref. 6: p. 50], 

The Republic of China, on the small island of 
Taiwan, has built a modern military establishment to defend 
itself against any attempt by Peking to liberate the only 
Chinese province outside its control [Ref. 4 : p. 1 ]. 

Soviet military capabilities in the region continue 
to improve, providing greater opportunities for the Soviets 
to exert their influence. The Soviets have expanded their 
naval presence and strengthened their overall warfighting 
capabilities. Although the majority of Soviet land forces 
are positioned along the Sino-Scviet border, their presence 
greatly influences the military balances in Northeast Asia. 
Soviet deploys 52 divisions plus 1 corps, 1300 frontal avia- 
tion units, 318 ships and 410 naval aviation units in the 
region. With these military force, the Soviet actively 
intimidate ROK, US and allies in the region and support the 
aggressive polices of North Korea. The improvement of the 
Soviet and North Korea pose the greatest threat to ROK, US 
and allied interests in the region. In view of growing 
threats to regional security, close defense corporation and 
collective efforts are essential. [Ref. 6: pp. 5-49] 

The Japanese are constitutionally restricted to 
maintaining only a defensive military force. The Japanese 
Self-Defense Forces, although well-eguiped and well- trained , 
remain small in comparison with those of other countries. 
Table I represents a comparison of the major forces of the 
US and Japan. Japanese defense budgets are increasing 
slowly in recognition of the threat. Japan will continue to 
rely on the United States to counter any serious military 
threat. However, US bases in Japan continue to play a vital 
strategic role in providing US forces continuous access to 
the region. [Ref. 6: p. 49] 



TABLE I 




• 


U.S. and Japanese Forces Compared 






Japan 


U.S. 


Population 


119 mil . 


235 mil. 


Active Armed Forces 
Army 
Navy 

Air Force 


241.000 

156.000 

42.000 

43.000 


2, 136,400 

780.000 

569.000 J 

592.000 


Reserves 


41,000 


955,300 


Tank 


950 


11,996 


Hajor Warships 


48 


187 


Submarines 


14 


129 


Helicopters 


487 


9,678 


Combat Aircraft 


373 


5,586 


1983 Defense Costs $11.6 bil. 

Outlays per person $97 

Share of government outlays 5.5% 

Share of total output 1.0% 


$205 bil. 

$877 | 

25.8% | 

6 . 4 97 


Source: U.S. News & World 

_ 


Report, November 1983 



To keep the military talance in the region, the 
United States deploys 1 infantry divisions, 1 or 2 carrier 
battle groups, 10 tactical fighter squadrons, 1 marine 
amphibious force and 1 bomber wing, and provides a nuclear 
"umbrella' 1 . The US also maintains important bilateral 
security arrangements with RGK, Japan and the Republic of 
China. 3 [Ref. 6: p. 42] 



3 The first formal security commitment of the United 
States was the mutual security treaty with the Philippines, 
which came into effect in 1952. This was followed by mutual 
security treaties with Japan(1952), The Republic of 
Korea (1554) and the Republic of China ( 1955). 



3. Military Forces in North Korea and South Korea 

Since the Korean Armistice of 1953, both North Korea 
and ROK have steadily rebuilt their armed forces with the 
assistance of their superpower patrons. This section 
describes the build-up in the North, and ROK and North Korea 
forces comparison. 

a. Build-up in the North 

The North Korean emphasis on the use of conven- 
tional military force to "reunify" the Korean peninsula 
stems from a communist party decision in the late 1960s 
[Ref. 7 : p. 97 ]. Beginning in 1962 Kim Il-Sung put forward 
a refined doctrine of four main points generally referred to 
as the party’s "four point military line." The new doctrine 
stressed the need for: training a cadre army in which each 
man was prepared to assume the responsibilities of the next 
higher rank-known as cadrif icat ion ; adapting modern military 
techniques to the conditions of North Korea's many mountains 
and long coastlines; raising a nation in arms in which "the 
entire people, holding a weapon in one hand and a sickle in 
the other should reliably safeguard our socialist homeland"; 
and assuring the means of protracted struggle by a program 
to "build up zones of military strategic importance, develop 
the munitions industry, and create reserves of necessary 
materials." In October 1966, Kim called upon the North 
Korean Army to use flexibly both regular conventional and 
irregular guerrilla warfare tactics during possible conflict 
arising out of confrontations with South Korea. [Ref. 9: p. 
226 ] 

North Korea's most substantial force increases 
occurred after the North Korea enunciated a policy of peace 
and reconciliation with South Korea in 1969. 

1 8 



The impressive gains in the s 
forces are evident from a ten- 
sons presented Table II It show 
has doubled to 40 divisions an 
Its inventory of tube artiller 
two fold increase. Its tanks a 
have multiplied by a factor of 
[Ref. 7 : p . 97 ] 



trength of the North Korean 
year and eight-year compari- 
s that the North Korean Army 
d 25 special forces brigades, 
y similarly has undergone a 
nd armored personnel carriers 
three and ten respectively. 



TABLE II 

Build-up Trends in North Korea 





1965 


1975 


19 33 


Divisions 


20 


27 


40 


Special Forces Brigades 


12 


20 


25 


Tanks 


850 


2,000 


2,675 


Armored Personnel Carriers 


120 


650 


1,140 


Artillery Tubes 


2,850 


4,000 


6,000 


Air Defense Guns 


6,100 


7,200 


8,0 00 


Combat Aircrafts 


425 


475 


6 22 


Source: The Posture of the 


Army and_ 


Department 


of the 



Army Budget Estimates ror Fiscal Year 1985. 



These days, the North Korea is producing some 
300 tracked vehicles per year, about equally divided between 
tanks, AFCs, and self-propelled artillery [Ref. 7: p. 94]. 
The North Korea deploys 3 tank corps (each corps has three 
divisions) in the western end of the DMZ, according to 
Japanese Sankey Newspaper report (September 23, 84). Enough 
armor now is available to equip several armored divisions, a 



few independent armored brigades, as well as some mechanized 
and motor divisions. 4 Tube artillery has been in production 
since the late 1960s and includes the full complement of 
Soviet designs. It is evident from Table II that the 
artillery holdings of North Korean forces are substantial. 
[Ref. 10: pp. 64-65] 

Assuming that most of the artillery will be 
located in the western end of the DMZ. We note that North 
Korean ground forces have sufficient powers to attempt four 
simultaneous breakthrough operations in the first echelon. 
Each point of attack can be allocated 500 artillery pieces, 
150 tanks and assault guns, and a number of infantry 
regiments. For breakthrough operations the relevant norms 5 
are the density (number per kilometer of front in the break- 
through sector) of forces deployed. These are summarized in 
Table III for the Soviets in WWII, their current doctrine, 
and for the North Koreans today. [Ref. 7: p. 98] 

According to General Don Starry, the North 
Koreans would use three echelons of forces in the offensive. 
The initial assault would comprise an artillery barrage 
followed by a "massive blow of infantry and tanks” - to 
quote the Soviets - with breakthroughs exploited by two 
follow-on echelons made up of tank and mechanized infantry 
divisions. The breakthrough attempts would be assisted by 
combat engineers and by elite infantry called ranger/ 
commandos in North Korea. Kim Il-Sung has dramatically 
increased the size of these forces so that they now number 
about 100,000. Of these forces, about 70% are thought to be 

4 According to the Military Ealance ( 1983- 1984) , the North 
Korea has 2 armored divisions, 5 armored brigades and 3 
motor infantry divisions [Ref. 11: p. 93]. 

s From "battles” against German, the Soviets developed a 
set of rules - they call them "norms" - derived from consid- 
erable data, as well as the spilling of a lot of blood. 
These data are relevant to the present time, and in partic- 
ular to the Korean peninsula. 
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TABLE III 




Force 


Densities in Breakthrough 


Sectors 




(number per kilometer) 






USSR 


North Korea 


Unit Type 


WWII Current Doctrine 


Assumed Forward 


Regiments 

or 

Brigade 


1-2 0.5-1 


1 


Artillery 


40- 120 75-1 00 


500 


Tanks 

and 

Assault 

Guns 


35-50 50-60 

(number 


>100 

per kilometer) 


Source: 


Armed Forces Journal International, 
September 1984 
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ranger/commandos at communication sites, ground control 
intercept facilities and ROK and US airbases. North Korea’s 
ranger/commandos probably will be equipped with small arms 
and satchel charges to destroy ROK and US airplanes. 

[Ref. 7: p. 103 ] 

Moreover, they can be expected to target all 
senior political and military officals, US and RCK , as was 
attempted in the ’’Blue House raid” in January, 1968 
[Ref. 10: p. 65]. Apparently, the North Korea has built up 
an Army that is now the size of the US Army and has the 
third largest Army in the communist world, exceeded only by 
China and the Soviet Union. Now, the North Korea estab- 
lishes the ability to wage a m ulti- dimens ional war with as 
little as 12 hours warning [Ref. 7: pp. 94-104]. 



b. South and North Korea Military Forces Comparison 

The impact of the North Korean military build-up 
on the regional balance 6 can be seen in Table IV. Several 
years ago, most security analysts took comfort from the fact 
that the F.OK Army was much larger than its Northern 
counterpart. Today, the situation is reversed. The Army of 
the North Korea numbers more than 700,000 men compared to 
540,000 men in the ROK Army. When suppression systems are 
combined, we see that the north enjoys almost a 3:1 advan- 
tage in artillery. But the numbers do not disclose the 
longer range and higher firing rates of the northern- 
produced equipment, which follow Soviet designs. The North 
also enjoys a qualitative and substantial advantage in 
tanks. North Korea has advanced from T-54/55 tanks to 
T-62s, while ROK forces still have about 300 of the outdated 



6 Miiitary balance is the comparison of the intensity and 
duration of war that can be waged by the operational weapons 
(i.e., military capability) cf one nation versus that of 
another nation [Ref. 12: p- 31]. 
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TABLE IV 

ROK and North Korea Force Comparisons : 1 983 



T 





North Korea 


South Kor 


Pe rsonnel 
Army 
Navy 

Air Force 


700, 000 
33,500 
5 1, 000 


540, 000 

49.000 

33 . 000 


Divisions 


40 


25 


Special Forces 
Brigades 


25 


7 


Tanks 


2, 675 


1 , 000 


Armored Personnel 
Carriers 


1, 140 


850 


Artillery Tubes 


6,000 


2, 100 


Mortars 


10,500 


7,410 


Multiple Rocket 
Launchers 


2, 850 


0 


Air Defense Guns 


8,000 


300 


Combat Aircraft 


622 


380 


Combat Ships 


512 


102 


Submarines 


21 


0 



Sources: The Posture of the Army and Department 

of the Army Budget Estimates for FY 1985 
and the Military Balance (1933-1984) 
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7 According to the Military Bala nee ( 1 983- 1 9 34 ) , the North 
)rea has 300 T-34, 2200 T-3 4/- 55/- 6 2 , 175 Type-59 MET' 100 

r-76 and 50 type-62, while the ROK has 1200 M-47/-48 

Ref . 11 : pp. 93-94 ] . 
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The ratios for important military force elements are given 
in figure 2.1. North Korea has turned everything in his 
favor in just 10 years. Figure 2.1 shows the North Korean 
advantage in force ratios; 2.5:1 in tanks, 4:1 in artillery 
and heavy mortars, and a little more than 1:1 in personnel. 
[Ref. 7: pp. 97-98] 
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troops into the south in escorted amphibious craft [Ref. 7: 
p. 104]. The HORN has no submarines for operation. Even if 
it had them, the naval balance would not change greatly 
since North Korea depends for less than the South on seal- 
ar.es for trade or resupply of combat material. Submarines 
would, however, be useful for patrolling coastal waters 
against North Korean submarines. In all. North Korea has 
more than 500 fighting ships 8 with 33,500 men, compared with 
about 100 fighting ships with 29,000, which is excluding 
marine members, for the ROKN. [Ref. 10: p. 66] 

The Air Forces of both sides still hold equip- 
ment dating to the 1950 War: nearly 80 F-86Fs are still 
flying in the ROX Air Force (ROKAF) and about 300 MIG- 15/ 17s 
are operational in the North. The ROKAF also fields about 
60 F-4s and 250 F-5s. A co-production agreement has been 
established with the United States for the ROKAF to 
modernize its F-5 inventory to F-5Es. The modern aircraft 
of North Korea consist of roughly 100 MIG-21s. The North 
Koreans also have a Chinese version of the MIG- 19 (about 
150) . Ground attack aircraft are made up of 20 Su-7s and 60 
II-28s. There are 60 helicopters in the inventory with 
early Soviet MI-4 and MI-8 models predominating. In all, 
the balance in airpower shows about 600 combat aircraft with 
51,000 men in the North, as contrasted with roughly 400 ROK 
aircraft and 33,000 men. 9 [Ref. 10: p. 66] 



8 According to the Military Balance ( 1983- 1984) , the North 
Korea has 18 50V FAC (M) , 32 large patrol craft, 151 FAC(G), 
182 FAC (T) , 30 coastal patrol craft, 9 LCU, l5 LCM ana 75 

Nampo landing craft while the South Korea has 1 1 US 
destroyers, 8 frigates, 3 US Auk Corvettes, 11 FAC (M) , 8 US 

Cape Large Patrol Craft, 28 coastal patrol craft, 8 
MSC-268/-294 coastal minesweepers , 1 Mine Sweeping boat and 

24 US landing ships, and on order: 1 sub, 7 corvettes, 20 

FAC (M ) , 75 Harpoon SSM [Ref. 11: pp. 93-94 ]. 

9 According to the Military Balance, the North Korea has 
740 combat aircraft: 70 IL-28, 20 SU-/, 290 MIG-15/-17, 100 

MIG- 19, 100 MIG-1 9/Q-5 and 160 MIG-21 while the South Korea 

has 450 combat aircraft: 250 F-5A/B/E/F, 70 F-36F, 6 A- 10, 

70 F-4D/E, 24 OV-10G, 10 RF-5A and 20 S-2A/F [Ref. 11: p. 

94]. 
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January 1984, 



the Joint of Chiefs of Staff (JCS) 
analyzed the military power balance on the Korean peninsula. 
Main points are as fellows: 



The North Koreans have vowed to reunite the Korean 
peninsula under one government. The buildup of their 
armed forces consumes 20 percent of North Korea's annual 
GNP and continues at a rate beyond that required for 
legitimate defensive purposes. The North Koreans deploy 
about half their combat forces near the border of the 
ROK. They stress mobility, firepower, and shock action 
and maintain the capability to launch an offensive on 
short notice. The ROK continues its efforts to achieve 
an independent capability to resist aggression but still 
US support to deter or counter a North Korean attack. 
The United States forward deploys an Army division plus 
Air and Naval forces in Korea. [Ref. 6: p. 49] 



In all. Figure 2.2 provides a comparison of major forces on 
the Korean peninsula. 
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>wer is also recognized as a very important potential 
.ctor which improves military force [Ref. 13: p- 11]. 

.bie V shows the comparison of economic size and military 
'ending of both Koreas. 



TABLE 7 

Indicator of Economic Size and Military Spending, 1982 



Indicator 


North 


Korea 


South 


Korea 


Population 

(millions) 


1 8. 7 


( 19 ) 


40.7 


( 42 ) 


Armed Forces per 
1,000 population 


38. 0 




14. 7 




GNP (millions of 
US dollars) 


1 6200 




69539 




Per Capita Income 
(US dollars) 


817 (> 1000) 


16 1 1 


(2000) 


Military Spending 
(millions of dcalars) 


3500 




4733 




Military Spending 
as % of GNP 


21.6 


( 24 ) 


6. 9 ( 


6 ) 



Source: U.S. Arms Control_and Disarmament Agency, 
World Military expenditures and Arms 
Transfers 1972 £ 1S82f 

( ) represents the estimate of 1984 by source of 
[Ref. 7: pp. 94-97]. 



The South’s consistently higher economic growth 
ites have helped it achieve a gross national product in 
)82 about over four times that of the North, and the 
>uth ’ s ‘ economic edge is likely to become greater in the 
lture 10 [Eef. 14: p. 27]. With a population of 19 million 

1 °According to the Hankook -Iibo ( Aug 31.84). the South 
>rea has a GNP nearly five times that of North Korea (about 
j billion, compared with about 14 billion). 
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people and a per capita income of less than $1000, North 
Korea spends more money per capita on defense than any other 
country in the world except Israel [Ref. 7: p. 94], The ROK 
spends 6 5? of its GNP on defense with a population of 42 
million people while the North Korea lavishes about 24%. 
However, North Korean industry is handicapped by old 
machinery, and the heavy burden of defense seriously limits 
the resources available to keep the economic moving 
[Ref. 15: p. 93]. The ROK's per capita income is more than 
$2000 and rising, though already more than three times that 
in the North [Ref. 7: p. 97]. Given the enormous disparity 
between the two economies, the fact that only 6% of the 
South's GNP, compared with 24% in the North, is devoted to 
military-related expenditure is not as alarming as it might 
appear at first glance. Time too, will take its toll on the 
relative strength of the North's build-up, and the North's 
slower economic growth makes holding on to its military 
advantages more difficult. As a result. South will move 
ahead of the North at an increasing tempo, and this is 
shifting the balance of power cn the peninsula. [Ref. 14: 
p. 27] 

In view of these points. President Chun Doo Hwan 
announced as follows: 11 



Military balance will be established when we invest 6 
percent of GNP in military expenditure, assuming that we 
can make economic growth continuously for 4 or 5 years 
without conflict on the Korean peninsula. 



Figure 2.3 shows this possiblity. The 
International Institute for Strategic St udies (IISS) esti- 
mated that the military imbalance ran be overcome by the end 
of the 1980 's. This scenario has prompted some observers to 



1 x This source is derived from the presss interview of 
President Chun on August 21, 1984. 
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predict a desperate move by North to make the most of what 
advantages it now has, before they slip away. 
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Figure 2.3 Military Spending in North and South Korea. 

In conclusion. North Korea retains an edge over 
the South only in military might. And this comparison, is 
shifting in the South's favor. [Ref. 15: p. 93] ■ 

B. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ROK AND DS 

1 • Political and Economical Relationship 

The last 100 years, since the establishment of US - 
ROK relations in 1882, were marked with ups and downs in the 
bilateral relationship, but the friendship and the sense of 
alliance formed a strong basis for their ties. 

In retrospect, the United States, a pacific power 
and leader of the free world, played a decisive role in 
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liberating Korea in 1S45 and safeguarding the fate of the 
Republic of Korea during a devastating war on the peninsula 
in 1950-53. Korea, in return, extended a helping hand when 
America needed one in Vietnam. 

Otherwise, smooth relations between the two coun- 
tries were tangled, though momentarily, by the human rights 
issue. The origin of these issues can largely be attributed 
to the different cultural and political backgrounds of the 
two peoples. True to the proverb that the ground gets 
harder after it rains, the Kor ean-Amer ican relationship 
today can hardly be better. Korean President Chun Doo Hwan 
was the first foreign head of countries invited to visit 
Washington by President Reagan in January 1981, and the US 
troop withdrawal plan has been scrapped. [Ref. 16: P. 18] 

In November 1983, President Reagan visited Seoul and 
then reaffirmed the support for the Republic of Korea. 
President Reagan said as follows in a speech to the National 
Assembly, South Korea’s legislature: 

You are not alone, people of Korea. America is your 
friend and we are with you. 

As ROK joins the world community at an increasing- 
pace particularly since the economically prominent 1970s and 
the increasing international recognition of Korea, 12 it now 
seems to be concerning Americans more and more as they find 
it necessary to build a true partnership. 

In 1982 , the bilateral trade totaled over SI 1 
billion. The ROK becomes one of the US most important 
trading partners and the fifth largest market for the US 
agricultural product, and also the United States is the 



12 Seoul in Korea is to be the site of the Asian Games in 
1986 and the Olympics in 1988. 
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Republic of Korea's largest trading part 
well as imports. 13 

Trade has been brisk , and o 
expanding trade should be furthered to in 
relationship which they say is an impo 
strengthening ties between the two peoples 

Today/ the political stability/ ec 
and international recognition of ROK help 
closer relationship with US, and also the 
has a positive effect on the security re 
two countries. 
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13 This source is derived from the text of Chun-Reagan 
Joint Statement, which was announced on November 14, 1983. 



strategists began to guestion the long-run def ensibili ty of 
South Korea. By 1947 it began to appear that South Korea 
would become the only area of the Northeast Asian continent 
not under communist control. [ Eef . 8: p. 22] 

Early in September, the US Policy Planning Staff 
concluded that Korea’s minor significance for American 
national security seemed to justify disengagement. The JCS 
also responded categorically that "from the standpoint of 
military security, the United States has little strategic 
interest in maintaining present troops and bases in 
Korea . . . ” 
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. . . runs along the Aleutians to Japan and then goes to 
the Rhykus (ana) from the Rvukyus to the Philippine 
Islands... So far as the military security of other 
areas in the Pacific is concerned, it must be clear that 
no person can guarantee these areas against military 
attack. But it must also be clear that such a guarantee 
is hardly sensible or necessary within the realm of 
practical relationship. [Ref. 18: pp. 36-37] 
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less than six month later, a well-equipped North 
Korean Army launched a massive assault across the 38th 
parallel in pursuit of forcible reunification. President 
Truman was shocked. As he has since written: 



There was now no doubt! The Republic of Korea needed 
help at once if it was not tc be overrun. More seri- 
ously, a Communist success in Korea would put Red troops 
and plans within easy striking distance or Japan, and 
Okinawa and Formosa would be open to attack from two 
sides. [Ref. 18: p. 53] 
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1 4 0ther countries represent Australia. Belgium. Canada, 
Colombia, Ethiopia, France, Greece, Luxembourg, Netherlands. 
New Zeland, Philippines, Thailand, Turkey, Union of South 
Africa, and United Kingdom. 
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determination to repel armed attacks against South Korea. 
[Ref. 19: p. 153] 

After one month, ROK-US military leaders’ meeting 
was held in Washington in order to improve the ROK military 
forces. This meeting was improved to the annual meeting, 
which was the Security Consultative Meeting (SCM) . The 16th 
SCM was held in Seoul on 9 May, 1984. The SCM has dedicated 
in improving the ROK's military capability and the ROK’s 
support for US Armed forces in Korea. 

In 1969, the Nixon Doctrine was first enunciated 
publicly at background press briefing in Guam. Nixon 
Doctrine included three main parts: first, a posture of 

gradual US military force reduction from its forward defense 
positions in the Asia-Pacific region: second, an insistence 

that the smaller and medium-sized powers of Asia must 
provide for their main defense needs out of their own 
resources - although US would provide some material help in 
deserving cases - and third, an emphatic assurance that 
vital American commitments and especially such treaty 
commitments, as those involved with Korea, could be relied 
upon [Ref. 20: p. 37]. ROK leaders were very surprised at 
the Nixon Doctrine and felt keenly the necessity of self- 
reliance. US leaders began to negotiate to make sure that 
in withdrawing some of US forces and they would continue to 
provide the necessary military assistance to supplement our 
own strong defense establishment [Ref. 21: p- 18]. In April 
1971, an infantry division was pulled out during the Nixon 
Administration. In 1975, the US free military aids 

terminated. Meanwhile, the North Korea had improved its 
military force with the four point military line since 1962. 
In the beginning 1970s, the North Korea announced the 
completion of preparation for war against ROK, and provoked 
incidents frequently. In view of these environments, ROK 
began to build up its Defense Industry. 
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In March 1977, President Carter an 
tion of removing the remaining US ground c 
US Army Second Division. There was 
whether the withdrawal of the Second divi 
risk, as the Carter administration maintai 
would shift the military balance and "lea 
tion taken by Major General John K. Singl 
of staff of US 8th Army in Korea [Ref. 4: 
Dr. Lefever insisted as follows: 



nonneed his inten- 
ombat forces, the 
disagreement over 
sion was a prudent 
ned, or whether it 
d to war," a posi- 
aub, former chief 
p. 57], Moreover, 



The abrupt and undebated decision to withdraw American 
ground forces from Korea will have a negative impact 
upon the US position in Asia and more generally upon 
America's capacity and determination to stand behind its 
allies in a crisis [Ref. 3: p. 28]. 

However, Stuart and Joseph concluded that some US 
forces were in excess of clearly identifiable military 
requirement in Northeast Asia. Further, they recommended 
significant reduction in US ground forces in Japan and Korea 
[Ref. 4: p. 87], The total withdrawal plan was delayed and 
then was rescinded in 1981 by the Reagan administration and 
military realities in Northeast Asia. 

The presence of American soldiers in Korea guaran- 
tees the security of the Republic of Korea, frustrating the 
unchanging Communist plot to invade the South at an oppor- 
tune time. Major exercises, such as TEAM SPRIT, also demon- 
strate allied cooperation and US reinforcement potential. 

From a broader aspect, however, the US military 
presence in Korea has an international implication. The 
balance of power maintained on the peninsula with participa- 
tion of the American forces contributes to the maintenance 
of peace in Northeast Asia and the world as a whole. 
[Ref. 16: pp. 18-19] 
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C. MILITARY PROBLEMS 

In carrying out our policies toward peace on the Korean 
peninsula, the Republic of Korea faces problems that are, at 
least in part, military: military imbalance between North 

and South Korea, uncertainty of US defense policy, geography 
and logistics problems. 

1 . Hi l it a ry Imb ala nce between North and South Korea 



The North Korea has made enormous improvements in 
its armed forces during the past 30 years, enough to be of 
real concern to the RCK. These improvement coupled with Kim 
Il-sung’s unpredictability, make for a serious problem. The 
South Korea is really worrying about Kim Il-sung’s "errati- 
cism and the North Korean’s aggressive Attitude.” [Ref. 7: 
P- 94] 

Today, North Korea is superior to South Korea in 
terms of the quantity of weapons, but the South Korea tries 
to overcome the imbalance by reaching to better quality. 
Moreover, the enormous disparity between the two economies 
can help the South Korea to gain the military superiority in 
the future. Therefore we can guess that North Korea will 
make the most of what advantages it now has, before they 
slip way. 
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• Uncertai nt y of US Defense Policy 



if North Korea invaded 
the US risk getting involved in 
the South’s defense? This gues 
Korean people. In a view of 
guestion underlying the at-time 
Washington and Seoul. 

In November 1983, Pres 
days in Korea answering it 
However, many of the actions t 
Northeast Asia are also aspec 
Despite the importance of Ko 
Korea has been recognized le 
States than either Japan or Chi 
basic concept has negative ef 
Korea’s strategic worth. Moreo 
been changed with ups and downs 
In January 1975, Pres 
affair as the major foreign po 
Not until 1975 was any US poli 
public opinion greatly. 

In March 84, Americans 
expressed at the Asian study c 
He used the Gallup polls to re 
His main points are as follows: 

1 . One of the gu est ionnair e 
of each countries for 
result is represented i 
that the degree of irnpo 
that 66 % of US leaders 
recognized the import 
Despite a relatively c 
Korea is located at low 
is big gap between leade 



South Korea tomorrow, would 
a large-scale war to come to 
tion is a real concern to the 
both points, that is the gut 
s-uneasy relationship between 
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na [Ref. 4: pp. 3-5]. This 
feet on the evaluation of 
ver, it’s strategic worth has 
by US political situations, 
ident Carter used the Korean 
licy for his election issue, 
cy toward Korea influenced by 

' attitudes toward Korea were 
cnference by Hi Hi am Watt. 15 
search American’s attitudes. 

s is the degree of importance 
US national interests. The 
n Table Vi. Table VI shows 
rtance of Korea is 15th and 
and 43ib of general civilians 
ance of Korea toward US. 
lose economic relationship, 
degree. We note that there 
rs and general civilians. 



15 The contents of this report 
Hankook Il-to: March 29, 1984. 
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. Another questionnaire is 
invaded South Korea, w 
The result is represent 
shows that most of Amer 
intervention in a case 
peninsula. From 1978 t 
was over 50%, but the di 
50 % in 1983. Moreover, 
a few points in 1983. 
1980. Someone explain 
follow. When President 
tion of removing the 
forces, a lot or Amer 
plan. After visiting Ko 
changed his mind. "At 
supported the change of 
agreement resulted from 
policy toward Korea. Ko 
side is still under 40%. 



as follow. If North Korea 
cull US support South Korea? 
ed in Table VII. Table VII 

icans don’t want US military 
of conflict on the Korean 
o 1982, the disagreement side 
saqreement side dropped under 
tne agreement side increased 
The peak of agreement was in 
ed the peak or agreement as 
Carter announced his inten- 
remaining US ground combat 
icans favored the withdrawal 
rea in 1979, President Carter 
that time, most of America 
US policy. So, the peak o 
support for the change of U 
wever, we note that agreemen 
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TABLE VI 



The 


Degree of 


Importance for US 


nking 


Country 




Leaders 


C ivili 


1 


Mexico 




98 


74 


2 


West Ge 


rmany 


98 


76 


3 


Japan 




97 


82 


4 


United 


Kingdom 


97 


80 


5 


Can ada 




95 


82 


6 


Saudi A 


rabia 


93 


77 


7 


Israel 




92 


75 


8 

9 


Egypt 

China 




90 

87 


66 

64 


10 


France 




84 


58 


1 1 


Brazil 




80 


45 


12 


Italy 




79 


35 


13 


Lebanon 




74 


55 


14 


Jordan 




67 


41 


15 


Korea 




66 


43 


16 


Iran 




60 


51 








unit: S 
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Assuming that US decisive decision toward Korea 
would he influenced by political change and public opinion, 
the US support plan for Korea would be uncertain if there is 
a conflict on the Korean peninsula. 
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